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RESPONSE TO RESTRICTION REQUIREMENT 



Sir: 



This is in response to the Restriction Requirement mailed September 27, 2006. 
Applicants elect the claims of Group I (claims 1 - 8) with traverse. The Restriction Requirement 
also sets forth a species restriction; however, the paper does not identify the species to elect 
from. Page 3 of the Restriction Requirement, text lines 2-3, appears to have inadvertently 
omitted the Figure numbers that correspond to the various species. In view of this omission. 
Applicants cannot elect a species. 

The Restriction Requirement has been based on the assertion that the product as 
defined in claim 1 can be made by a materially different process than that claimed in claim 9. 
Specifically, the Restriction Requirement is based on the assertion that the product can be made 
with "a process wherein the half width is more than .2 |j,m." Respectfully, the restriction is 
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traversed on two grounds: (1) neither the product nor the process has been considered as claimed 
and (2) the allegedly different process is not materially different. 

A process of making and a product made by the process can be shown to be 
distinct inventions if the product as claimed can be made by another materially different process. 
M.P.E.P § 806.05(f). In the present matter, neither claim 1 nor claim 9 recite a width limitation. 
The claims do recite two length/distance dimensions and both of these dimensions are recited 
identically (1.800 |xm and 0.30 |xm). It is therefore requested that the Restriction Requirement be 
withdrawn and all of the claims of the application be examined. 

In addition, the applicants traverse the general assertion that a process for making 
a bearing having a particular dimension (half width of more than .2 |am) is materially different 
from a process for making a bearing having different value for the dimension (half width of than 
.2 |xm or less). As set forth, it is unclear what the Restriction Requirement is based on since 
neither claims recites "half width of .2 \xm." However, as to bearing making processes, none of 
the subclasses indented under 29/898 is based on any dimension of the bearing. Likewise, as to 
the bearing itself, none of the subclasses indented under 384/121 is based on any dimension of 
the bearing. It is therefore requested that the Restriction Requirement be withdrawn and all of 
the claims of the application be examined. 
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Respectfully submitted, 

Dickinson Wright PLLC 
Attorneys for Applicants 

/Raymond C. Meiers/ 

Date: October 27. 2006 By: 

Raymond C. Meiers 
Reg. No. 51,081 

Dickinson Wright, PLLC. 
38525 Woodward Ave., Suite 2000 
Bloomfield Hills, Ml 48304-2970 
(248) 433-7393 

RCM/ct 
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